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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 1 1 September 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-82 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) ^82 is/are rejected, 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)KI The drawing(s) filed on 11 September 2003 is/are: a)E<3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-82 are pending in this application. 

Double Patenting 

2. A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its 
support in the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or 
discovers any new and useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis 
added). Thus, the term "same invention," in this context, means an invention drawn to 
identical subject matter. See Miller v. Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re 
Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 1 14 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970). 

A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in 
scope. The filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection 
based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 

3. Claims 1-4, 8; 30-33, 19-21, 63-68 are provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 
as claiming the same invention as that of claims 1-3, 5; 19-21 ; 31-35 of copending 
Application No. 10/693,036. This is a provisional double patenting rejection since the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 

r 
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unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

5. A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

6. Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

7. Claims 1 — 82 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory double 
patenting over claims 1-40 of copending Application No. 10/693,036. This is a 
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provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not yet been 
patented. 

8. The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the 
referenced copending application and would be covered by any patent granted on that 
copending application since the referenced copending application and the instant 
application are claiming common subject matter, as follows: generally, there is fuzzy 
logic analysis of a media streem or signal propagating through three cascaded buffers. 

9. Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why applicant would be prevented from 
presenting claims corresponding to those of the instant application in the other 
copending application. See In re Schneller, 397 F.2d 350, 158 USPQ 210 (CCPA 
1968). See also MPEP § 804. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

10. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 for nonstatutory subject 

matter. The subject claims fail to provide a tangible result with a practical application by 
either: 

1) transforming (physical thing); or 

2) by having the FINAL RESULT (not the steps) achieve or produce 
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a useful (specific, substantial, and credible), 

concrete (substantially repeatable/non-unpredictable), and 

tangible (real world/non-abstract) 

result. 

A claim that is so broad that it reads on both statutory and non-statutory subject 
matter, must be amended. If the specification discloses a practical application but the 
claim is broader than the disclosure such that it does not require practical application, 
then the claim must be amended. A claim that recites a computer that solely calculates 
a mathematical formula is nonstatutory. 

The courts have also held that a claim may not preempt ideas, laws or nature or 
natural phenomena. The concern over preemption was expressed as early as 1852. 
See Le Roy v. Tatham . 55 U.S. (14How.) 156, 175 (1852) ("A principle, in the abstract, 
is a fundamental truth; an original cause; a motive; these cannot be patented, as no one 
can claim in either of them an exclusive right."); Funk Bros. Seed Co. v. Kalo Inoculant 
Co. . 333 U.S. 127, 132, 76 USPQ 280, 282 (1948). 

Accordingly, one may not patent every "substantial practical application" of an 
idea, law of nature or natural phenomena because such a patent "in practical effect 
would be a patent on the [idea, law of nature or natural phenomena] itself." "Here the 
"process" claim is so abstract and sweeping as to cover both known and unknown uses 
of the BCD to pure-binary conversion. The end use may (1) vary from the operation of 
a train to verification of drivers' licenses to researching the law books for precedents 
and (2) be performed through any existing machinery or future-devised machinery or 
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without any apparatus." Gottschalk v. Benson . 409 U.S. 63, 71-72, 175 USPQ 673, 676 
(1972). 

The courts have found that subject matter that is not a practical application or 
use of an idea, a law of nature or a natural phenomenon is not patentable. As the 
Supreme Court has made clear, "[a]n idea of itself is not patentable," Rubber-Tip 
Pencil Co. v Howard . 20 U.S. (1 Wall.) 498, 507 (1874); taking several abstract ideas 
and manipulating them together adds nothing to the basic equation. In re Warmerdam, 
31 USPQ2d 1754 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

1 1 . Claims that recite variations of signal characteristics are nonstatutory (O'Reilly, 
56, U.S. (15 How.) at 112-14. Further a claim reciting a signal with functional descriptive 
material is considered to not belong to any of the categories of patentable subject 
matter set forth in 35 USC § 101. Claim 1 limits to one signal sequence. Claim 30 
limits to multiple signal sequences. Claim 63 limits to one signal sequence. Claim 82 
limits to a signal sequence. Generally the dependent claims of these independent 
claims characterize the nonstatutory signal. Hence, claim set 1-82 are nonstatutory. 

12. MPEP 2111.01 Plain Meaning cites guidance from In re American Academy of 
Science Tech Center, 367 F.3d 1359, 1369, 70 USPQ2d 1827, 1834 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 
Specifically, "Although claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the 
specifications, prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of 
claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as terms reasonably allow." Hence, the concept of 
status can range from "no status" to some descriptive value. If there is no status, 
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application of fuzzy logic to such a condition will produce no membership information 
and consequently there is no characteristic of the signal sequence. A similar situation 
exists with claims 30, 63 and 82. Hence, claims 1-82 simply provide no information and 
therefore have no utility. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

13. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

14. Claims 1-82 are rejected under 35 USC 112, first paragraph because current 
case law (and accordingly, the MPEP) require such a rejection if a 101 rejection is given 
because when Applicant has not in fact disclosed the practical application for the 
invention, as a matter of law there is no way Applicant could have disclosed how to 
practice the undisclosed practical application. This is how the MPEP puts it: 

("The how to use prong of section 112 incorporates as a matter of law the requirement of 
35U.S.C. 101 that the specification disclose as a matter of fact a practical utility for the 
invention.... If the application fails as a matter of fact to satisfy 35 U.S.C. 101. then the application 
also fails as a matter of law to enable one of ordinary skill in the art to use the invention under 
35 U.S.C. § 112.") : In re Kirk, '376 F.2d 936, 942, 153 USIPQ 48, 53 (CCPA 1967) ("Necessarily, 
compliance with § 112 requires a description of how to use presently useful inventions, 
otherwise an applicant would anomalously be required to teach how to use a useless 
invention."). See, MPEP 21107.01 (IV), quoting In re Kirk (emphasis added). 



Therefore, claims 1-82 are rejected on this basis. 
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Examiner's Note: Under the conditions cited related to MPEP 21 11.01, the claim set is 
subject to many interpretations that will disqualify the instant application. Examiner 
strongly suggest that the applicant review the claim set and amend appropriately to 
clearly bring forth the invention of the specification. 

Conclusion 

1 5. There are many texts available on the subject of fuzzy logic. For the record, the 
Fuzzy Sets and Fuzzy Logic, Theory and Application, George J. Klir/Bo Yuan, 1995, will 
serve as an initial baseline for examination. Examination related to prior art will proceed 
further when the claim set are definitized to the concepts of the specification. / 

Correspondence Information 

16. Any inquiry concerning this information or related to the subject disclosure 
should be directed to the Primary Examiner, Joseph P. Hirl, whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3685. The Examiner can be reached on Monday - Thursday from 5:30 a.m. 
to 4:00 p.m. 

As detailed in MPEP 502.03, communications via Internet e-mail are at the 
discretion of the applicant. Without a written authorization by applicant recorded in the 
applicant's file, the USPTO will not respond via e-mail to any Internet correspondence 
which contains information subject to the confidentiality requirement as set forth in 35 
U.S.C. 122. A paper copy of such correspondence will be placed in the appropriate 
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patent application. The following is an example authorization which may be used by the 
applicant: 

Notwithstanding the lack of security with Internet Communications, I hereby authorize the USPTO 
to communicate with me concerning any subject matter related to the instant application by e- 
mail. I understand that a copy of such communications related to formal submissions will be 
made of record in the applications file. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, David R. Vincent can be reached at (571) 272-3080. 
Any response to this office action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, 

Washington, D. C. 20231; 
Hand delivered to: 

Receptionist, 

Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 
401 Dulany Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313, 

(located on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building); 
or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 



. : • * * 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/661 ,718 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2129 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have any questions on access to Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll free). 

jjstfh P. Hirl 
Primary Examiner 
August 29, 2007 



